Introduction
Conceptualization according to the presence or absence of boundaries seems to be a pervasive characteristic of human cognition. Boundedness has been discussed in the literature in the context of nouns and verbs (Declerck 1979; Dahl 1981; Langacker 1987a; Talmy 1988; Jackendoff 1991; Frawley 1992; Verkuyl 1993; Depraetere 1995; Brinton 1998) . Crosscategorial correspondences have been recognized between count and non-count features in nouns (car, mistake vs. milk, information) ,and continuous and noncontinuous features in verbs (know, hate, play vs. arrive, die, cough) , in that count nouns and noncontinuous verbs are bounded, while non-count nouns and continuous verbs are unbounded. Boundedness in nouns is associated with countability, which is a fundamentalfeature of nouns as entities or mass (count/non-count). Boundedness in verbs is related to a fundamental property of verbs, i.e., the type of situation expressed by the verb (the aktionsart) as states or events (continuous/noncontinuous,ortelic/nontelic).Forbothnouns and verbs the dichotomy between boundedness and unboundedness is related to a basic notional characteristic of the categories.
The purpose of the present article is to extend this correspondence to include adjectivestoo, and more generally to make a claim about the status of boundedness as an integrated part of semantic theory. More precisely, this article is an inquiry into the significance of boundedness in adjectives.I proposethatboundednessinadjectivesisassociated with gradability, which is a basic characteristic of adjectives in a similar way as countability is a basic characteristic of nouns and aktionsart of verbs. I will argue that (i) the property of boundedness is situated in the domain of gradability, and (ii) the property of boundedness in adjectives is notfixedbut can be changed through contextual modulation (coercion).
The generalframeworkofthestudyis cognitiveinthatitseeks correspondences between conceptual structure and linguistic structure. I am followingscholars such as Langacker (1987b Langacker ( ,1999 , Jackendoff (1991), Pustejovsky (1995) , Cruse (1995) , Gärdenfors (2000) and Warren (personal communication) . These scholars represent different cognitivist schools. What they all have in common is their interest in the relation between languageandthought,buttheydifferwithrespecttotheir assumptions regarding the origins of language universals. The cognitive semantic analysis carriedoutinthis articletakes languageto be an integral part of human cognition, not an autonomous faculty independent of other cognitive functions.
Adjectives and the cognitive approach
The meanings of linguistic expressions arise through the activation of conceptual patterns in the cognitive system. The way we perceive the world is the way we understand it, and we express ourselves accordingly. This does not mean that we perceive the world in just one way. On the contrary, we conceive of the world in many different ways in different situations and for different purposes. There is a direct correspondence between linguistic expressions and conceptual structure. At the highest level, universal knowledge domains and schematic domains govern the thinking and the linguistic expression of all human beings. The meanings of linguistic expressions are perspectival in nature, and semantic contrast, polysemy and indeterminacy emerge as natural consequences of the human ability to thinkflexibly (Deane 1988: 325) .
Linguistic itemsmapontoanumberofconceptsinthecognitive network. This network is built up by conceptual domains, which represent any kind of complexcognitivestructure. FollowingCruseandTogia (1996: 113-114) , I distinguish two types of domains, the content domain and the schematic domain.1Contentdomainsinvolve meaningproper, while schematicdomainsprovidetheconceptualrepresentations for specific configurativeframes. Both these domains mirror our perception of the world andbothareconceptualinnature.Inadditiontothese domains, there is an operatingsystem consistingof differentmodesof construal whichareimposedonthedomains.Theyarenotdomains, but ways of structuringdomains.Theyreflectbasic cognitiveabilities subsumed under five headings: specificity, background, perspective, scope, and prominence(Langacker1999: 5).2 A linguistic expressiontypically invokes multiple domains, which characterize various aspects of the profiled entityorrelation.Semanticcontrastis duetotheactual domains invokedinaparticularexpressionandtotherankingof prominence amongthedomains (Langacker 1987a:57,e.g., roeand caviar, come and go, half empty and half full, explode and explosion, tree and eucalyptus).
In the generativeapproachtolexicalsemantics,thedomainsare accounted forbyfourlevelsofrepresentation (Pustejovsky 1995: 3): argument structure, event structure, qualia roles, and lexical inheritance structure. The terms argument structureand event structureare used in a traditional way by Pustejovsky and therefore need no further explanation. Lexical inheritanceisconcernedwithwordmeaningsin relation to other wordmeanings in taxonomic hierarchies, and qualias specify varioustypesofbackgroundknowledgeassociatedwithword meanings, suchaspurpose,function,andmodeofcreation.Whatis missing in Pustejovsky'stheory,however,is the modeof construalof meanings and its interaction with content proper and schematicity.
Adjectives are content words and as such the content domain is in the foreground. But adjectives are also configured according to the schematic domain. The property of gradability belongs in the schematic domain. It forms the conceptual basis for suitable modes of construal to become operative on the content part of lexical elements. Boundedness is a high-level schematic domain mode, which is abstract in the sense that it configures a wide range of different content domains, but at the same time it is highly concrete in that it is associated with basic experience of countability, aspectuality, and gradability. Aspects based on con¬ tent domains of various kinds have received attention in the linguistic literature (Dixon 1982; Warren 1984 Warren ,1988 Taylor 1992; Wetzer 1996) . But the configurational aspects have been put at a disadvantage in semantic theorizing in general and in the light of lexical interpretability, flexibility, indeterminacy, and change in particular.
Gradability and boundedness in adjectives
The conceptual pattern that determines the interpretation of adjectives is evoked by the inherent linguistic properties of the adjective itself and by the linguistic and pragmatic context. All adjectives are predisposed for certain properties both in the content domain and the schematic domain. Although the content domains dominate our interpretation of adjectives, the relativeimportanceoftheschematicdomainsbecomesobvious in expressions such as completely dead and very long. The restrictions between degreemodifiersandadjectives arepredictablefrom the schematic domains of the combining items. The existence of constraints is clearly drawn out in phrases where the degree modifier and the adjective are construedaccording to differenttypes of gradability,as in?very dead and?completely long.3
Degree modifiers fall into two main types: scalar modifiers and totality modifiers (Table1). Scalar modifiers, such as very, terribly, and fairly, indicate a range on a scale of the gradable property expressed by the adjectivestheymodifyandareinthatrespectunbounded.Totality modifiers, on the other hand, relate to a definite and precise value of the property expressed by the adjective and are bounded. It was shown in Paradis (1997: 48-66 ) that a valence relation between a degree modifier and an adjective is possible only where the two items are configured as identical to each other in the domain of gradability.4 Thus, the crucial conceptual overlap of substructures that motivates the valence relation is the type of gradability. The next step then, is to find out whether there are also two types of gradable adjectivesin the same way as there are two types of degree modifiers. Various types of adjectives have been tested against two criteria of gradability:
i. the type of degree modifier with which the adjective may combine ii. the typeofoppositioninvolvedintheconceptualizationofthe adjective. Scalar adjectives combine with scalar degree modifiers (fairly long, very good, terribly nasty).The mode of opposition that is characteristic of scalar adjectives is antonymy (Figure 1 ). Scalar adjectives exhibit all the typical features of antonyms as defined by Cruse (1986 Cruse ( : 204-220,1992 . They are fully gradable, i.e., they occur in the comparative and the superlative. The members of the pair denote some variable property such as length, speed, weight, merit, personality, etc. They do not strictly bisect a domain: there are a range of values of the variable property lying between those covered by the opposite terms which do not apply properly to either of the two. The statement It is neither long Figure 1 . Conceptualization of the antonymic pair short and long nor short is not paradoxical, since there is a pivotal region on the scale of length whichfitsthisdescription.Antonymsareconceptualizedin terms of "more-or-less". They can be described as implicit comparatives, since, when we think of a long skirt, the notion of "short" is evoked at the same time(Cruse1986:216).Itistheunboundedconstrualthatis responsibleforourinterpretationofscalaradjectivesasdenotinga range on a scale.5
The scale is open-ended. Entities and phenomena cannot be describedas?completely long or?completely shortbecausethereis no definite limit to them. They approach the end of the scale asymptotically (Cruse 1986: 206) , i.e., they may tend towards a maximum or a minimum, but they never get there.
Extreme adjectivescombine with reinforcingtotality modifiers {abso¬ lutely terrible, totally brilliant, utterly disastrous).6 Like scalaradjectives, extreme adjectivestooare antonymicandconceptualizedaccordingto a scale. An example is the scale of meritwhere the extremeadjectives terrible and excellent appear at the opposite extremes ( Figure 2 ). Extremeadjectivesdifferfromscalaradjectivesinthattheydonot represent arangeonascale.Theyrepresenttheultimatepointofa scale. People'sopinionsdivergeastothecomparabilityofextreme adjectives.Some speakersrejectcomparativeandsuperlativeconstruc¬ tions, such as ?more excellent,?most excellent,andsome peopleaccept them. Bolinger(1967: 4) pointsout"thatcomparabilityis asemantic feature coextensivewith'havingdifferent degrees' orassociated to items which are 'susceptible to being laid out on a scale' ", but he adds (1967: 6),"thefondnessofexaggerationpullsmanyoftheadjectives representing theseextremes off their perches and comparing them (i.e., comparing their non-extreme meaning) then becomes possible". In the same way as scalar adjectives can be described as implicit comparatives, extreme adjectives can be described as implicit superlatives in that they express a superlative degree of a certain feature.Therefore, extreme adjectivescouldbesaidtobegradablebounded adjectives (Paradis 1997: 54-57).
Finally, limit adjectives combine with totality modifiers (completely dead, absolutely true, almost identical ). Limit adjectives are logically different from scalar and extreme adjectives in that they are not asso¬ ciated with a scale but conceptualized in terms of "either ... or" (Figure 3 ). Limit adjectives are complementaries. They do not occur in the comparative or the superlative (?deader,?deadest). They are absolute and divide some conceptual domain into two distinct parts. They are thus not susceptible to being laid out on a scale. If somebody is alive, it is entailed that she is not dead and vice versa. The statement She is neither dead nor alive is paradoxical because we have to commit ourselves to either death or life. Limit adjectives are associated with a definite boundary and a complementary (contradictory) mode of opposition. Table 2 serves to summarize the categorization of gradable adjectives based on the two criteria discussed. As we have seen, degree modifiers represent either a scalar construal or a totality construal. Scalar modifiers harmonize with adjectives that are conceived of as unbounded,andtotality modifierswithbounded adjectives, e.g., very nice (scalarmodifier + scalaradjective), totally brilliant (totality modifier + extreme adjective) and perfectly true (totality modifier + limitadjective).Thereisanimportantdifferencebetween adjectives anddegreemodifiersinthattheschematicpropertiesof adjectives are not as salient as they are for degree modifiers. The reason is that adjectives aremainlycontent wordsand assuchtheyare conceptualizedwiththecontentdomainintheforegroundandthe schematic domain in the background, whereas the relation is the reverse for degree modifiers, whose schematic properties are in the foreground and are thus salient. The content domains of an adjective (and its noun) are more complexthana specificationof degree, whichforegrounds a specificationofaconfigurational modeonly.Intheperspective of gradability, opposition, and boundedness, the pattern that emerges is shown in Figure 4 .
The schematic mode of differentiality: Explicit comparatives and superlatives
Comparative and superlative forms of adjectives deserve a special section, since comparison has traditionally been used as the main criterion of gradability. It is true that explicit comparatives and superlatives share characteristics with implicit comparatives (scalar adjectives) and implicit superlatives (extreme adjectives). The main characteristic that they all have in common is that they presuppose a scale. However, it is important to make clear that the scale is exploited in different ways in the differential mode as compared to the gradable mode. As has already been pointed out, scalar adjectives in the positive are conceived of as occupying a range on a mental scale, and extreme adjec¬ tives indicate an extreme pointon a scale. They presuppose aframe of reference, indicating a general view as to what is regarded as long rather than short, excellent rather than good, bad, or terrible, with respect to what is considered normal for a certain entity, e.g., Ann'sskin is short, Hannah's skirt is long. Scalaradjectivesandextremeadjectivesare inherently scalar, and implicitly comparative and superlative respectively.
Explicit comparatives and superlatives differ from their cognate base forms in a number of ways. Even if they represent properties of the same content domain as their cognate base forms, the comparatives and superlatives map on to different schematic domains and employ different modes of construal. Unlike the base forms they do not indicate a range or a point on a scale of a gradable property, but they locate entities relative to each other based on a certain property. Their functionis to compare entities. For instance, the comparative formin your skirt is longer than mine relates a property of one entity to that of another. Longer expresses a converse relationship of mutual entailment to shorter. A is longer than B entails and is entailed by B is shorter than A.7Explicit superlatives relate one entity to all otherentities inthe discourse. The entityreferredto is identified as "the best", "the longest", "the most important", i.e.,"for all X, Y is better/longer/moreimportantthanX".Thescalethatis presupposed by comparatives is unbounded, while it is boundedin the case of superlatives.Thereis anobviouscorrespondencewithrespect to how the scaleis conceivedforcomparativesandscalaradjectives, and superlatives and extreme adjectives.
Furthermore Clausner and Croft (1999: 19) point out that the schematic domain of SCALE supports both locational and configurational concepts.
Locational concepts as more/less can be analyzed in terms of a shifting deictic reference point.Thus,twoveryfundamental imageschematicconceptsgradabilityandquantity-canbe analyzedas locationalandconfigurational concepts respectively, profiled in a single image schematic domain of SCALE. This description suggests the difference between a range on a mental scale and location. What these writers do not mention is the difference between construals inherent in the conceptualizationof scalar adjectivesand the overlaid scale that is characteristic of differentialityand of quantification of nouns and verbs. The difference is revealed in that there is no need for an added quantifier in inherently scalar adjectives. Compare: How big is it? with How much bigger is it?, How much snow is there?, and How much do you read?.
Section 3 has provided us with an outline of the schematic domains that underlie our conceptualization of gradable adjectives, both the absolute system (gradable adjectives in the positive) and the externally gradable relative system (comparison of scalar adjectives). It was pointed out that adjectives are content words, which are conceptualized by the foregrounding of some content domain and by the schematic domain in the background. However, the less salient schematic domain of gradability is important for the combinatorial possibilities of degree modifiers and adjectives which are predictable from the type they represent. These ideas, fundamental as they are, drive our subsequent inquiry into aspects of flexibility and possible change invoked by the schematic domain.
Contextual modulation and coercion
This section is concerned with my second argument, which is that the property of boundednessisnotfixedbutcanbechangedthrough contextual modulation. Three issues are central to this argument: i. How is boundedness linked to the content domain of the adjective? ii. How can boundedness be used as aflexibilitydevice? iii. How can boundedness eventuallytake over the interpretationof adjectives?
Of course, adjectives cannotberigidlycategorized asexclusively scalar, extreme,orlimitadjectives,notevenaseithergradableor nongradable, because there is a great deal of flexibility in the semantic make-up of adjectives,allowingformodificationofmeaningdueto contextual factors. As has been described, there is a system of various types of gradability. This system constitutes a stable part of our cognitive apparatus. However, language users are not tied down to the system. It is this basic systemofconceptualpatterningatdifferent levelsin combination with the freedom of use that makes language flexible and adaptable to all kinds of intentions. This system of conceptual patterning underlies our capacity to view the world in differentways fordifferent purposes. Naturally, certain construals suit certain types of features of content better than others. Scalar construals are suitable for evaluative-attributive properties such as judgements of length, merit, size, speed, personality, etc. People may agree about the meaning of adjectives which are predomi¬ nantly evaluative-attributive,butnotnecessarilyon theirapplication. For instance, a long skirt in my opinion may very well be a short skirt in somebody else's opinion.Somethingthatis excellent in one person's opinion may be just good, bad, or even terrible in somebody else's opinion. Evaluative featureshavefreereference.Theyindicatethespeaker's judgement and are well suited for a construal that presupposes a scale (Warren 1992: 19) .
Criterial features, on the other hand, fit nicely together with absolute "either... or" construals of limit adjectives. Limit adjectives have what Warren calls fixed reference. For instance, in identical the feature of "identity" fixes the application. People agree on both the meaning and the application of adjectives which are predominantly characterized by criterial features.9 Scalar adjectives and extreme adjectives are predomi¬ nantly evaluative-attributive in that the speaker determines how they should be applied. It is up to the speaker to apply the adjective to some noun and some situation.
Some adjectives have a strong bias towards certain types of gradability. For instance,itseemsveryfar-fetchedtoperceivethelimitadjective identical asanythingelsebutalimitadjective.Obviously, identical is not associatedwithevaluativenessatall.Conversely, pleasantisvery strongly biasedtowardsevaluativeness.Thatiswhyitisdifficult to modulatethe construal of pleasantfromscalaritytocomplementarity. Similarly, daily, which is a nongradable adjective, is stable in its absence of gradability features. Criterial features predominate in limit adjectives, but there may also be an evaluative element, as in e.g., true, sure, sober certain, empty. This leads to my second question concerning boundedness and flexibility.
Based ontheforegoingaccount,itisobviousthatmostadjectives have somekindofbiasedreadingofgradability.Thereareadjectives which have a fairlystrong bias towards a specificconstrual, andthere are adjectives which are more or less indeterminate between construals. For instance,inmostpeople'sview,thebiasedreadingof true, sure, sober, certain, emptywould probably be the "either... or" reading, i.e., the limit reading, but, even thoughthese words may be said to have a biased reading towards the "either... or" reading, the gradability can be changed and they may take on a scalar reading. The most obvious sign of this is whenthese adjectivescome withan explicit degreemodifier. For instance,both absolutely true and very true are perfectlypossible and acceptable, and so are absolutely sure and very sure, totally clear and fairly clear, perfectly sober and rather sober, totally empty and very empty, etc. Quite true, quite sure, quite sober, quite certain, quite emptyare all indeterminate between totality and scalarity. In these expressions further contextualcluesarerequiredtodisambiguatethem,sincethe adjectivesinvolve bothcriterialandevaluativepossibilities.Moreover, even nongradable adjectives may be coerced into a gradable reading. It is possibletoperceivethenongradableadjective Swedishasgradable and scalar in expressions such as That woman isterribly/very/extremely Swedish. Theseexamplesclearlyshowthatthecontentpartandthe schematic domain collaborate in an intimate and sophisticatedmanner in contributing to our conceptualization of the various adjectives.
It deserves to be pointed out that there seems to be a general tendency for shifts of construal in the direction of scalar interpretations. This means that it is more common for limit adjectives, like sober, true, certain, sure, and empty, to take on a scalar interpretation than vice versa. This directionality is true of nongradables and extreme adjectives too (Paradis 2000a (Paradis , 2000b . The phenomenon of bleaching of strongly evaluative adjectives, such as excellent and terrible, and degree modifiers, such as quite, illustrates this well. The indeterminacy among speakers regarding the acceptance of extreme adjectives in the comparative and the superlative is a natural consequence of this.
Furthermore, the types of coercion bycontextual modulation described here normallytake place within monosemy.A shiftin the mode of construal is not enough for an expression to transgress the limits for antagonistic readings. The conceptualization of truth or certainty is not destroyed or made indeterminate because of the fact that a scalar construal is applied to the content. These adjectives may apply to the same nouns and situations with only minor signs of coercion. Consider, for example, I'm absolutely certain that he is lying-very, very certain.
Since coercion of construal from one to the other takes place within monosemy, it followsthatpolysemyandcontextualmodulationare not mutually exclusive. An adjective can very well be both polysemous and contextually modulated in its construal. As an illustration, let us consider the adjective sober. Sober ispolysemousinthefollowing expression: A sober man may mean either "somebody who is not drunk" or "somebody who is serious and thoughtful". These two interpretations profile sober in two differentways and evoke two differentconceptual scenarios. Theinterpretation "not drunk" isassociated withan "either... or" conceptualization.Itis biasedtowardsa limit reading. Nevertheless, it can be contextually modulated into a scalar reading as in The next day my guests were all rather sober. The degree modifier rather explicitly confirms the scalar construal.
The other sober meaning, "somebody is serious and thoughtful", is an inherently scalar adjective,conceptualizedin terms of"more-or-less". From this it follows that a very sober man is ambiguous between "very thoughtful" and a jocular scalar reading of the "not drunk" meaning of sober (which on top of this might be interpreted as an understatement meaning "very drunk"). These examples illustrate how boundedness is employed and also how it can be used as aflexibilitydevice.
Finally, in answer to the third question, it may be the case that the schematic domain of adjectives takes over their interpretation completely. This does not only lead to polysemy, but also to the development of certain adjectivesfrom content words to functionwords. In cognitive terms the difference is situated in the relative prominence of the content domain and the schematic domain. There is a set of adjectives which have undergone grammaticalization from content words to markers of degree and reinforcement(Paradis 2000b). These adjectivesformtwo paradigms, as shown in Table 3 .
Different interpretations of polysemous adjectives are due to the semantics of the various nouns they combine with. Adjectives are semantically underspecified and require the presence of a noun for a fully fledgedinterpretation.Adjectivesareabletomakeavailablea selective interpretationof the noun through the way they are conceptu¬ alized against the noun. Both historically and in contemporarylanguage the adjectives listed in Table 3 have applications as content words as well as functionwords (reinforcingadjectives).Forinstance, in an absolute measure, an awful sight,the adjectivesare mainly content words, while in absolute bliss and an awful mess they are markers of degree. Compare also the readings of perfect in examples (1) and (2):
(1) Bill is a perfecthusband.
(2) Bill is a perfectidiot.
The content proper of perfect in Bill is a perfect husband is associated with the notion of "perfection", i.e., Bill, as a husband, is perfect. Perfect in Bill is a perfect idiot is not associated with "perfection". ?Bill, as an idiot, is perfect does not make sense with reference to "perfection". The bounded construal isemployedforreinforcementandthecontentcomponent "perfection" is pushed into the background. The interpretation is bleached as far as the contentis concerned. Perfecthasacquiredareinforcing totality function by implication. This bounded mode of gradability maps onto the degree noun idiot. The overlapping substructure that makes the phrase wellformedissituatedinthegradabilityofthepropertyof "idiocy". Theusesof perfect in (1)and (2)arepolysemous.Two antagonistic senses are evoked when the nouns are co-ordinated: ?He is a perfect husband and idiot. In all the expressions in Table 3 (absolute bliss, terrible bore, total crap, etc.) the construal into either a bounded or an unbounded mode dominates the interpretation. This process of grammaticalization of content words into function words is a result of a difference in foregrounding and backgrounding of the configurative domain and the content domain. Moreover, the nouns that combine with reinforcing adjectives are more like adjectives in that they express a singular gradable value and they typically occur in indefinite constructions which promote a descriptive function.10
The shift in domain prominence outlined in this article is generally neglected in the linguistic literature. For instance, it is notaccounted for in Pustejovsky's(1995) generativelexicon.Pustejovskyaimsat a strongly typed model of various aspects of meaning. However, it is lacking in explanatory power and descriptive adequacy when it comes to aspects in the schematic domain of abstract construals such as boundedness in adjectives. In other words, Pustejovsky's model fails to account for the schematic elements of meaning and consequentlyalso forthe more functionalor grammaticalelements in language such as degree modifiers.
Conclusion
This article hasshownthatitispossibletoextendthenotionof boundedness in nouns and verbs to adjectives. There is a cross-categorial correspondence in the schematic domains of countability and aspectuality fundamental to nouns and verbs, and gradability which is fundamental to adjectives.
The present analysishighlights therelativeimportance ofthe schematic domains that lurk in the background in content words like adjectives. Adjectives represent a class of words in which content domains are more salientthanschematicdomains.Yetsomeadjectiveshave become bleached, i.e., the content domains have been pushed into the background, and their interpretation is dominated by their configuration in terms of grading and boundedness. This is the case with reinforcing adjectives, whose role is to specify a degree of a property of a noun, not to describe a property of a noun. It has also been shown that adjectives in the positive differfromtheir cognate comparatives and superlatives in the schematic domain. All of them presuppose a mental scale, but they exploit it differently.They mapontodifferentconfigurativeframes. Comparatives and superlatives are both bounded in the schematic mode of differentiality, while their cognate base forms are unbounded in their schematic domain of gradability.
It has been argued that the cognitive apparatus of human beings involves high-level schematic domain modes. Boundedness is an example of such a configuration. Either we perceive a property as bounded or not. This property is a stable part of our cognitive setup. Some content types fit more or less well with either bounded or unbounded configura¬ tions, and the relative goodness of these matches exerts constraints on combinations of degree modifiers and adjectives. It is, however, always possible to manipulate boundedness for various reasons. Boundedness is not completely fixed to certain content domains but can be changed through contextual modulation. There are adjectives which are more or less indeterminate between different configurations and there are others that are stable in their conceptualization, where coercion into another reading is hardly possible. Generally speaking, bounded adjectives are more susceptible to being coerced into unboundedreadings than vice versa.
Finally, the role of schematic domains and modes of construal, as well as their interaction with content domains, is of significant importance for a coherenttheoryoflexicalsemantics.Schematicdomainsare importantforthe well-formednessand interpretabilityof expressions, not only for expressions that foreground schematic domains, but also for those with content domains in the foreground.Differentconfigurative frames are used for differentpurposes and they are all symptomatic of different conceptionsofasituation.Anunderstandingofschematic domains provides explanations for why certain combinations of expres¬ sions in languageareharmonious,whileothersarenot.Schematic domains arealsopowerfulfactorsinexplaininglexical change. The schematicaspectoflanguageandcognitionis"underinvestigated". Hopefully,this article is a contributionto the field in its attemptat making an integrated claim about the status of schematic domains in cognitive semantics. 1987b: 150-154) . I am using construal and mode of construal for the actual process of employing schematic domains and cognitive abilities. 3. I am using question marks consistently through this article to indicate that expressions are strange or unacceptable. I refrainfromusing asterisks and thereby frommaking decisions about borderline cases. 4. Degree modifiers and adjectives combine and form more complex units. The mechanism which combines two elements and makes them well formed and possible to interpret is valence. According to Langacker (1988: 102) "a valence relation between two predications is possible justin case the predications overlap, in the sense thatsome substructure within the other one is construed as identical to it". In the case of degree modifiers and adjectivesthis substructureis the mode of construalof theschematic domain. 5. I will not go into detail about differentinterpretations here, but it should be pointed out that long differsfrom shortinthatitcanbeinterpretedoutsidethemodeof antonymy. It isthenassociatedwith "length" andisimpartialtopolarityand opposition, as opposed to "longness". When long is within antonymy, it is an implicit comparative associatedwith"longness"(Paradis1997:51-53). Shortcanonlybe conceptualizedwithin antonymy. Shortis always an implicit comparativeassociated with "shortness". 6. It should be notedthatextremeadjectivesonlycombinewithmaximizingtotality modifiers suchas absolutelyand totally,notwithapproximators,suchas almost (Paradis 1997: 63). 7. Longer and shorterrepresentanimpartialtypeof comparatives.Inthe case ofthe pair better and worse, betteris impartial whereas worse is partial. For instance, it is awkward to say ?This film is good, but it is worse than that one, whereas This film is bad, but it is better than that one is natural (Cruse 1986: 206-214) . Aspects of this kind will not be further developed here. 8. When the diminisherscombinewithadjectivesinthepositive,thereisanimplied standard that is contextually inferable. Slightly difficult implies that something is slightly too difficult. This is true of the whole set, e.g., slightly difficult, somewhat cold, a bit tired ("slightly too difficult for something", "somewhat too cold for something", "a bit too tired for something"). 9. The terms "evaluative-attributive"and"criterial",aswellastheirdefinitions,are Warren's (1992: 19-20) . It should be pointed out, however, that she does not connect these features with various types of gradability. 10. This is discussed in more detail in Paradis (2000b) , where I also account for the semantic difference between the content readings and the reinforcing readings of these lexical items.
